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1.0 Introduction  
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Ely District (EYDO) has prepared this Environmental 

Assessment (EA) to address potential environmental consequences associated with wild horse 

management in order to reduce and mitigate public safety concerns along major roadways within 

and outside HMA/HA boundaries, decrease nuisance animal complaints on private lands, and 

manage wild horses that reside outside HMA/HA boundaries in accordance with the Wild Free-

Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971, as amended (Public Law 92-195). The EYDO manages 

approximately 3.7 million acres comprised of Herd Management Areas and 1.8 million acres 

comprised of Herd Areas out of approximately 11.5 million acres of public land within White 

Pine, Lincoln, and Nye Counties in Nevada. The BLM administers this area through three field 

offices; the Egan Field Office (EFO), the Schell Field Office (SFO), and the Caliente Field Of-

fice (CFO) (see Map 1).  

This EA is a site-specific analysis of the potential impacts that could result from implementation 

of the Proposed Action.  The EA assists the EYDO in project planning, ensuring compliance 

with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and in making a determination as to 

whether any significant impacts could result from the analyzed actions.  An EA provides analysis 

for determining whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a statement of 

ñFinding of No Significant Impactò (FONSI). 

This document is tiered to the Ely Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental 

Impact Statement (RMP/EIS, 2007) released in November 2007, Ely District Record of Decision 

and Approved Resource Management Plan (2008) (Ely RMP). 

This Environmental Assessment would be used to gather, relocate, and/or remove excess wild 

horses causing public safety issues and impacts to private lands as well as horses moving and 

residing outside HMA/HA boundaries. This Environmental Assessment would not be used as a 

tool for gathering excess wild horses for the achievement of Appropriate Management Level 

(AML ). However, some horses may be gathered and relocated and/or removed from within 

HMA/HA boundaries in order to resolve these management issues. 
 

1.1 Background 
 

As wild horse populations continue to increase within the Ely Districtôs HMAs, there is a grow-

ing population of wild horses that are becoming accustomed to highways and public. Wild horses 

are continually coming on to the highways in many areas during the evenings or early mornings 

looking for forage and salt along the pavement making them a hazard to travelers.  Wild horses 

in search of forage and water resources have moved on to private lands causing damage to sprin-

kler systems, gardens, lawns and décor in rural residential areas as well as to agricultural fields. 

During the spring and summer breeding season, wild stallions have torn down, jumped over or 

ran through fences of private land ownersô facilities which have resulted in injured domestic 

horses and domestic mares being bred by wild horses. Occasionally on the Ely District there 

have been horses, generally young stud horses, leave an HMA/ HA and continue to wander in 

search of resources or other horses. These types of horses have been many miles from other 

horses or HMA/HA boundary. Many times when they are found the horses are in a poorer body 
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condition from lack of resources. These horses have usually crossed many fences and geograph-

ical barriers in search of resources to survive. 

 

The Ely District lies on the eastern part of the state of Nevada. The Ely District borders the Elko 

district to the north, the West Desert and Color Country Districts in Utah to the east, the South-

ern Nevada District to the south and the Battle Mountain District to the west.  The 2008 Ely 

RMP set boundaries and reaffirmed AMLôs for the Ely District as well as established 15 Herd 

areas for the district. The 2007 EIS evaluated each herd management area for five essential habi-

tat components and herd characteristics: forage, water, cover, space, and reproductive viability. 

Through this analysis and the subsequent Final RMP and Record of Decision (ROD) , the 

boundaries were established to ensure sufficient habitat for wild horses, and an AML was re-

viewed and set that would achieve a thriving natural ecological balance and rangeland health. 

 

Under the 2008 Ely District RMP, no wild horses are to be managed within any Herd Areas 

based on analysis of habitat suitability and monitoring data, which indicates insufficient forage, 

water, space, cover, and reproductive viability to maintain healthy wild horses and rangelands 

over the long-term. 

 

Table 1 and 2 below displays the total acreage and established Appropriate Management Levels 

(AML) for each of the HMAs. As stated by the science review committee in the 2013 National 

Academy of Sciencesô (NAS) report ñUsing Science to Improve the BLM Wild Horse and Burro 

Program: A Way Forwardò, it is the committeeôs judgment that the reported annual population 

statistics are probably substantial underestimates of the actual number of horses occupying pub-

lic lands inasmuch as most of the individual HMA population estimates are based on the assump-

tion that all animals are detected and counted in population surveysðthat is, perfect detection. A 

large body of scientific literature focused on inventory techniques for horses and many other 

large mammals clearly refutes that assumption and shows estimates of the proportion of animals 

missed on surveys ranging from 10 to 50 percent depending on terrain ruggedness and tree cover 

(Caughley, 1974a; Siniff et al., 1982; Pollock and Kendall, 1987; Garrott et al. 1991a; Walter 

and Hone, 2003; Lubow and Ransom, 2009). The committee has little knowledge of the distribu-

tion of HMAs with respect to terrain roughness and tree cover, but state that a reasonable ap-

proximation of the average proportion of horses undetected in surveys throughout western range-

lands may be 20% to 30%. An earlier National Research Council committee and a Government 

Accountability Office report also concluded that reported statistics were underestimates. (Na-

tional Academy of Sciences, 2013) 

 

 

Table 1 Herd Management Area, Acres, AML, Estimated Population. 

 

Herd Management 
Area Name 

Estimated 
Total Acres 

AML Population 
Estimate 

Antelope  331,000 150-324 413 

Diamond Hills South 19,000 10.-22 181 

Eagle  670,000 100-210 751 

Pancake  855,000 240-493 1,040-1,124 
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Silver King  606,000 60-128 377 

Triple B  1,225,000 250-518 1,047-1,161 

Ely District Subtotal 3,706,000 810-1,695 3,900 
As reported in Februarys 2014 End of the year stats 

 

Table 2 Herd Area, Acres, AML, Estimated Population. 

 

Herd Area Name 

Estimated 

Total Acres AML  

Population 

Estimate 

Cherry Creek 27,448 0 32 

Jakes Wash 153,663 0 103-125 

White River 116,060 0 129-195 

Seaman 358,834 0 8-23 

Moriah 53,312 0 94 

Mormon Mountains 175,423 0 0 

Meadow Valley 

Mountains 94,521 0 0 

Blue Nose Peak 84,622 0 10 

Delamar Mountains 183,558 0 196 

Clover Mountains 167,998 0 179 

Clover Creek 33,056 0 32 

Applewhite 30,297 0 12 

Little Mountain 53,035 0 23 

Miller Flat 89,382 0 44 

Highland Peak 136,071 *  *  

Rattlesnake 71,433 0 0 

Ely District Subtotal  1,828,713 0 908 

    
As reported in Februarys 2014 End of the year stats 

 

Since the passage of the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971, management 

knowledge regarding wild horse population levels has increased.  For example, it has been 

determined that wild horses are capable of increasing their numbers by 18% to 25% annually, 

resulting in the doubling of wild horse populations about every 4 years. The 2013 NAS Report 

clearly supported these population growth estimates based on the literature they reviewed. This 

has resulted in the BLM shifting program emphasis beyond just establishing appropriate 

management level (AML) and conducting wild horse gathers to include a variety of management 

actions that further facilitate the achievement and maintenance of viable and stable wild horse 

populations and a ñthriving natural ecological balanceò. Management actions resulting from 

shifting program emphasis include: increasing fertility control, adjusting sex ratio and collecting 

genetic baseline data to support genetic health assessments. 

 

The AML is defined as the number of wild horses that can be sustained within a designated HMA 
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which achieves and maintains a thriving natural ecological balance1 in keeping with the multiple-

use management concept for the area. The AML range was established through prior decision-

making processes and re-affirmed through the Record of Decision (ROD) and Approved Ely 

District Resource Management Plan (August 2008). 

 

 

                                                 
1
   The Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) defined the goal for managing wild horse (or burro) populations in a 

thriving natural ecological balance as follows:  ñAs the court stated in Dahl v. Clark, supra at 594, the óbenchmark 

testô for determining the suitable number of wild horses on the public range is óthriving ecological balance.ô  In the 

words of the conference committee which adopted this standard: óThe goal of WH&B management ***should be to 

maintain a thriving ecological balance between WH&B populations, wildlife, livestock and vegetation, and to 

protect the range from the deterioration associated with overpopulation of wild horses and burros.ô ò (Animal 

Protection Institute of America v. Nevada BLM, 109 IBLA 115, 1989).   
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Map 1 

 

 

 



 

7 

 

Map 2 
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1.2 Purpose and Need 
 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to address potential wild horse management actions in 

order to reduce and mitigate public safety concerns along major roadways within and outside 

HMA/HA boundaries, decrease nuisance animals complaints on private lands, and address 

management issues of wild horses that reside outside HMA/HA boundaries in accordance with 

the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971, as amended (Public Law 92-195). 

 

The need for the Proposed Action is to be able to gather, relocate or remove these types of 

problem horses that have created safety concerns, risks and problems for members of the public 

or the horseôs health.  

 

1.3 Conformance with BLM Land Use Plan(s) 
The Proposed Action is in conformance with the 2008 Ely District ROD and Approved RMP 

(August 2008) on page 46, as required by regulation (43 CFR 1610.5-3(a)) as follows: 

 

¶ Goal: ñMaintain and manage healthy, self-sustaining wild horse herds inside herd man-

agement areas within appropriate management levels to ensure a thriving natural ecological bal-

ance while preserving a multiple-use relationship with other uses and resources.ò 

¶ Objective: ñTo maintain wild horse herds at appropriate management levels within herd 

management areas where sufficient habitat resources exist to sustain healthy populations at those 

levels.ò 

¶ Management Action WH-5: ñRemove wild horses and drop herd management area sta-

tus for thoseéas listed in Table 13.ò 

1.4 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, or other Plans 

The Proposed Action is consistent with the following Federal, State, and local plans to the 

maximum extent possible. 

¶ Ely District Record of Decision and Approved RMP (2008) 

¶ White Pine County Portion (Lincoln/White Pine Planning Area) Sage Grouse  

Conservation Plan (2004) 

¶ State Protocol Agreement between the Bureau of Land Management, Nevada and  

the Nevada Historic Preservation Office (1999) 

¶ Northeastern Great Basin Resource Advisory Council (RAC) Standards and  

Guidelines (February 12, 1997) 

¶ Mojave Southern Great Basin Resource Advisory Council (RAC) Standards and  

Guidelines (1997) 

¶ White Pine County Elk Management Plan (2006 revision) 

¶ Endangered Species Act ï 1973 

¶ Wilderness Act ï 1964 

¶ Migratory Bird Treaty Act (1918 as amended) and Executive Order 13186  
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(1/11/01) 

¶ White Pine County Public Land and Natural Resource Management Plan as  

adopted by the Board of County Commissioners of White Pine County (2007). 

¶ Nye County Public Lands Policy Plan (Nye County Natural Resource  

Management Advisory Commission, 1985) 

¶ Nevada Statewide Policy Plan for Public Lands (Nevada Division of State  

Lands,1986) 

¶ Bureau of Land Management ñManagement Guidelines for Sage Grouse and  

Sagebrush Ecosystems in Nevadaò (October 2000) 

¶ Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) Guidelines to  

Manage Sage Grouse Population and their Habitats (2004). 

¶ Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 

¶ Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971 

 

The Proposed Action is consistent with all applicable regulations at Title 43 Code of Federal 

Regulations (43 CFR) 4700 and policies.  The Proposed Action is also consistent with the Wild 

Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971 (WFRHBA), which mandates the Bureau to 

ñprevent the range from deterioration associated with overpopulationò, and ñremove excess 

horses in order to preserve and maintain a thriving natural ecological balance and multiple use 

relationships in that areaò.  Additionally, federal regulations at 43 CFR 4700.0-6 (a) state ñWild 

horses shall be managed as self-sustaining populations of healthy animals in balance with other 

uses and the productive capacity of their habitat (emphasis added).ò  

 

4710.4 Management of wild horses and burros shall be undertaken with the objective of limiting 

the animals distribution to herd areas. 

 

According to 43 CFR 4720.2, upon written request from a private landowner, the authorized 

officer shall remove stray wild horses and burros from private lands as soon as practicable. 

 

The Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) in Animal Protection Institute et al., (118 IBLA 75 

(1991)) found that under the Wild Free-Roaming Horses And Burros Act of 1971 (Public Law 

92-195) ñexcess animalsò must be removed from an area in order to preserve and maintain a 

thriving natural ecological balance and multiple-use relationship in that area. 

 

Regulations at 43 CFR 4700.0-6(a) also direct that wild horses be managed in balance with other 

uses and the productive capacity of their habitat. The Proposed Action is in conformance with 

federal statute, regulations and case law. 

 

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSED ACTION  
 

 

2.1 Proposed Action  
 

The Proposed Action is to reduce and mitigate public safety concerns along the major roadways 

in herd areas (HAs) and herd management areas (HMAs) within the Ely District and decrease 

nuisance animal complaints on private lands by removing excess wild horses, as well as removal 
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of wild horses residing outside HMA/HA boundaries, where BLM has not established manage-

ment responsibilities for wild horses, to address safety concerns or nuisance animals.  

 

Bands of wild horses have strayed into the vicinity of these major roadways within and outside 

HMAs/HAs creating an increased risk of vehicular accidents that threaten the safety of motorists 

and wild horses. Areas targeted for these potential removals would involve but not be limited to 

horses along U.S. Highway 93 and 50 where horses have been in the roadway causing vehicle 

collisions in Lincoln and White Pine counties. Historically there have been issues with wild 

horses getting on the highway between Pioche and Panaca, NV and west of Caliente, NV near 

Oak Springs Summit along HWY 93 as well as on Panaca Summit east of Panaca, NV on Hwy 

319. During the winter months wild horses are routinely observed crossing Hwy 50 near the Il-

lipah Reservoir west of Ely, NV and north of Ely near Lages Junction, NV on Hwy 93. 

 

In addition to the removal of wild horses in the vicinity of major roadways outside the HMAs, 

the proposed action includes removal of nuisance wild horses that repeatedly get on private land 

and cause private land damage. Historically wild horses have caused private land impacts near 

subdivisions outside Caliente, NV where they have dug up sprinkler lines looking for water, 

trampled gardens, and harassed domestic animals as well as utilizing agricultural fields. In Butte 

Valley west of Ely, NV wild studs have jumped or torn down fences to get into a private land 

ownerôs horse facility during the breeding season which has resulted in injured horses, bred do-

mestic mares, and damaged private property. 

 

The proposed action would also include removal of horses that leave an HMA/ HA and continue 

to reside for periods of time outside the HMA/HA in accordance with the Wild Free-Roaming 

Horses and Burros Act of 1971, as amended (Public Law 92-195). These wild horses would in-

clude but not be limited to horses crossing natural barriers where they are many miles outside of 

an area designated for their management or historical use. Many times these types of horses are 

found when there body condition has declined and the health of these types of horses has deterio-

rated because they are unfamiliar with the area, or the area does not have resources for year 

around habitat (water, forage). 

 

These proposed gathers would involve small numbers of horses of approximately 50 or less ani-

mals in an area. The purpose of these gathers would remove horses that continue to pose safety 

or private property problems within the Ely District. These gathers would not be for the specific 

purpose of achieving the appropriate management level (AML) for the associated HMA, but ra-

ther to address nuisance and safety concerns. 

 

Gathering of horses that fit the proposed action will occur as necessary for the next 10 years fol-

lowing the date of the decision (approximately August 2014) or until the safety hazard is reduced 

or the private property impacts are eliminated. Removal operations would occur at all times of 

the year to resolve any identified safety or private property concerns.  

  

Due to the varying need for the proposed action, the primary gather technique, either helicopter-

drive trapping or water/bait trapping, would be determined on a case-by-case basis following 

field inspections by the District WH&B Specialist to identify the accessibility of the animals, 

local terrain and vegetative cover. The use of roping from horseback could also be used when 



 

11 

 

necessary. Multiple temporary trap sites (gather sites), including helicopter drive and water/bait 

trapping sites, as well as temporary holding sites, would be used to accomplish the goals of the 

Proposed Action. In addition to public lands, private property may be utilized for gather sites and 

temporary holding facilities (with the landownerôs permission) if needed to ensure accessibility 

and/or based on prior disturbance.  Use of private land would be subject to Standard Operating 

Procedures (SOPs) (Appendix I) and would be in written approval/authorization of the landown-

er.  Temporary gather and holding sites would be no larger than 0.5 acres. Helicopter drive and 

temporary holding sites could be in place up to 30 days.  Bait or water trapping sites could re-

main in place up to one year. The exact location of the gather sites and holding sites would not 

be determined until immediately prior to the gather because the location of the animals on the 

landscape is variable and unpredictable. The BLM would make every effort to place temporary 

gather and holding sites in previously disturbed areas and in areas that have been inventoried and 

have no cultural resources, sacred sites or paleontological sites. If a new gather or holding site is 

needed, a cultural inventory would be completed prior to using the new sites. If cultural re-

sources are encountered, the location of the gather/holding site would be adjusted to avoid all 

cultural resources. All gather (helicopter drive or water/bait trapping) and handling activities (in-

cluding gather site selections) will be conducted in accordance with SOPs in Appendix I.   

 

When the local conditions require a helicopter drive-trap operation, the BLM would utilize a 

contractor to perform the gather activities in cooperation with BLM and other appropriate staff. 

The contractor would be required to conduct all helicopter operations in a safe manner and in 

compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations 14 CFR § 91.119 and BLM 

IM No. 2010-164.   

 

Some of the currently identified problem areas may be able to be bait and water trapped depend-

ing on resources, weather conditions, and geography, however some may need to use a helicop-

ter to ensure a successful gather. The most humane and efficient gather approach would be cho-

sen when analyzing the gather area. Bait or water trapping by BLM staff or personnel authorized 

by the BLM would be the primary method when trying to remove wild horses from a small dis-

tinct geographic area, such as private land pastures or when weather or environmental conditions 

are not conducive to helicopter gather techniques. Any trapping activities would be scheduled in 

locations and during time periods that would be most effective to gather sufficient numbers of 

animals to achieve management goals for the areas being gathered.  

 

Water/bait trapping involves setting up portable panels around an existing water source or in an 

active wild horse area, or around a pre-set water or bait source. The portable panels would be set 

up to allow wild horses to go freely in and out of the corral until they have adjusted to it.  When 

the wild horses fully adapt to the corral, it is fitted with a gate system.  The acclimatization of the 

horses creates a low stress trap.  

 

When actively trapping excess wild horses the trap would be checked on a daily basis. Horses 

would be either removed immediately or fed and watered for up to several days prior to transport 

to a holding facility. Existing roads would be used to access the trap sites.  

 

All gathered wild horses would be removed and transported to BLM holding facilities where 

they would be inspected by facility staff and on-site contract veterinarians to observe health and 
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ensure the animals are being humanely cared for. They would then be prepared for adoption 

and/or sale to qualified individuals who can provide them with a good home or for transfer to 

long-term grassland pastures.  

 

No trap sites would be set up in sage grouse leks, riparian areas, cultural resource sites, or Con-

gressionally Designated Wilderness Areas.  Gather sites would be located in previously disturbed 

areas.  All trap sites and holding facilities on public lands would be recorded with Global Posi-

tioning System equipment and monitored during the next several years for noxious weeds.  

 

During helicopter drive-trapping operations, BLM would assure that an Animal and Plant Health 

Inspection Service (APHIS) veterinarian or contracted licensed veterinarian is on site during the 

gather to examine animals and make recommendations to BLM for care and treatment of wild 

horses. BLM staff would also be present on the gather at all times to observe animal condition, 

ensure humane treatment of wild horses, and ensure contract requirements are met.  

 

Any old, sick or lame horses unable to maintain an acceptable body condition (greater than or 

equal to a Henneke BCS of 3) or with serious physical defects would be humanely euthanized 

either before gather activities begin or during the gather operations.  Decisions to humanely eu-

thanize animals in field situations will be made in conformance with BLM policy (Washington 

Office Instruction Memorandum 2009-041 or most current edition).  Conditions requiring hu-

mane euthanasia occur infrequently and are described in more detail in Section 4.1.   

 

Opportunities for public observation of the gather activities on public lands would be provided, 

when and where feasible, and would be consistent with BLM IM No. 2013-058 and the Nevada 

Wild Horse Observation Protocol. This protocol is intended to establish observation locations 

that reduce safety risks to the public during helicopter gathers (e.g., from helicopter-related de-

bris or from the rare helicopter crash landing, or from the potential path of gathered wild horses), 

to the wild horses (e.g., by ensuring observers would not be in the line of vision of wild horses 

being moved to the gather site), and to contractors and BLM employees who must remain fo-

cused on the gather operations and the health and well-being of the wild horses. Observation lo-

cations would be located at gather or holding sites and would be subject to the same cultural re-

source requirements as those sites. 
 

In general, gather sites and holding corrals would not be located where sensitive animal and/or 

plant species are known to occur nor within crucial intact habitat for big game species. 

 

Activities in listed species habitat would be subject to Section 7 consultation under the 

Endangered Species Act with the level of consultation to be determined based upon the project 

site specific proposed action.  BLM would complete consultation prior to implementation of any 

specific action which may have an effect on a listed species. 

 

Activities within Greater Sage Grouse habitat would be in accordance with the Washington 

Office Instruction Memorandum (WO IM) 2012-043 and adhere to Nevada State Office IM 

2012-058.   
 

2.2 No Action Alternative 
No Action Alternative  
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Under the No Action Alternative, a gather to remove nuisance and public safety horses as well as 

horses outside HMA/HA boundaries would not occur.  There would be no active management to 

mitigate/control horses causing safety concerns and vehicular accidents on the highway as well 

as private property damage and horse deterioration due to lack of resources outside HMA/HA 

boundaries. Wild horses residing outside the HMAs would remain in areas not designated for 

management of wild horses and their numbers would continue to increase, and in many cases 

their health could be at risk. 

Under the No Action Alternative, management responses to Safety/Private Land / Horses outside 

HMA/HA boundaries would require the preparation of individual, situation specific EAs for are-

as or circumstances across the EYDO.  

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS  
 

General Setting 

The general setting of the project area is the administrative boundary of the EYDO. The EYDO 

is located in Eastern Nevada. The EFO and SFO administer the northern portion of the Ely Dis-

trict which is characteristic of a cooler, semi-arid Great Basin Desert ecotype. The southern por-

tion is administered by the CFO and has characteristics of the Great Basin, Great Basin/Mojave 

transition, and Mojave Desert ecotypes. The Mojave Desert is a hotter, more arid ecotype re-

stricted to a smaller area comprising about half of the CFO.      

 

The EYDO is generally characterized as, ñBasin and Rangeò topography with broad bedrock 

pediments and fault block mountain ranges predominantly running in a north-south orientation 

separating vast, flat playa sinks or alluvial valley bottoms. Valley and playa elevations range 

from 4,000-5,000 ft. with an average annual precipitation of 2-9 inches. Mountain range eleva-

tions extend from 7,500-13,000 ft. with 10-20 inches of annual precipitation.  

 

Identification of Issues: 

Internal scoping was conducted by an interdisciplinary (ID) team on May 14, 2014, that analyzed 

the potential consequences of the Proposed Action.  Potential impacts to the following 

resources/concerns were evaluated in accordance with criteria listed in the NEPA Handbook H-

1790-1 (2008) page 41, to determine if detailed analysis was required.  Consideration of some of 

these items is to ensure compliance with laws, statutes or Executive Orders that impose certain 

requirements upon all Federal actions.  Other items are relevant to the management of public 

lands in general, and to the Ely Districts BLM in particular. 

 

Table 3 summarizes which of the supplemental authorities of the human environment and other 

resources of concern within the project area are present, not present or not affected by the 

Proposed Action.    
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Table 3.  Summary of Supplemental Authorities and Other Elements of the Human 

Environment 

 
 

 

Resource/Concern 

Issue(s) 

Analyzed? 

(Y/N) 

Rationale for Dismissal from Detailed Analysis or 

Issue(s) Requiring Detailed Analysis 

Air Quality 

N 

The air quality status for the project analysis area in White 

Pine, Lincoln and Nye Counties is termed ñunclassifiableò 

by the State of Nevada.   No data is collected in White 

Pine, Lincoln County or in areas outside of Pahrump in 

southeastern Nye County due to the expectation that 

annual particulate matter would not exceed national 

standards.  The proposed action or alternatives would not 

affect air quality in White Pine, Lincoln or Nye Counties. 

Areas of Critical 

Environmental Concern 

(ACEC) 

N  There are 19 ACECs in the Ely District.  The project 

would not change the management of these ACECs 

nor have additional impacts on the characteristics of 

the ACECs.  The BLM manages these ACECs in 

accordance with the management prescriptions 

outlined in the RMP. 
Cultural Resources N In accordance with the SOPs for Gather and Handling 

Activities in Appendix I (BLM/SHPO Protocol), gather 

facilities would be placed in previously disturbed areas.  

Should new, previously undisturbed gather sites or holding 

facility locations be required, appropriate Class III cultural 

resource inventories would be conducted to avoid placing 

gather facilities in areas with cultural resources and to 

ensure that measures are taken to avoid any cultural 

resource impacts.   

Forest Health 

N 

Project has a negligible impact directly, indirectly and 

cumulatively to forest health.  Detailed analysis not 

required. 

Livestock Grazing 

N 

Livestock grazing occurs year around across the Ely 

District depending on the allotment. Under most situations 

under the Proposed Action livestock grazing would not be 

impacted as much of gather activities would be on private 

lands or adjacent to highway rights of ways. Capturing 

wild horses may temporarily displace livestock present in 

the target gather area, however these gathers would usually 

be for a short time frame and livestock would return to the 

area. 

Migratory Birds Y Effects are analyzed in this EA. 

Rangeland Standards and 

Guidelines 
N 

 

Native American Religious 

and other Concerns N 

No potential traditional religious or cultural sites of 

importance have been identified in the project according to 

the Ely District RMP Ethnographic Report (2003). 

Wastes, Hazardous or Solid 
N 

No known hazardous or solid wastes exist in the 

designated HA/HMA boundaries, nor would any be 
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Resource/Concern 

Issue(s) 

Analyzed? 

(Y/N) 

Rationale for Dismissal from Detailed Analysis or 

Issue(s) Requiring Detailed Analysis 

introduced. 

Water Quality, 

Drinking/Ground 
N 

The proposed action would not affect drinking or 

groundwater quality.  The project design would avoid 

surface water and riparian systems and no water wells 

would be affected. 

Environmental Justice 
N 

No environmental justice issues are present at or near the 

project. 

Floodplains 
N 

The project analysis area was not included on FEMA flood 

maps.   

Farmlands, Prime and 

Unique 

N 

No unique farmlands exist in the State of Nevada.  Prime 

Farmlands would not be affected by the proposed action or 

other action alternatives.  The characteristics which make a 

soil potential Prime Farmland would not be altered.  The 

limiting factor for the soil becoming productive Prime 

Farmlands would remain the future application of an 

adequate and dependable supply of irrigation water. 

Species Threatened, 

Endangered or Proposed for 

listing under the Endangered 

Species Act. 

Y 

Effects to resource are analyzed in this EA. 

Wetlands/Riparian Zones Y Effects to resource are analyzed in this EA. 

Non-native Invasive and 

Noxious Species 
Y 

Impacts under Proposed Action could result in increasing 

weed populations.  Analysis in EA. 

Wilderness/WSA 
N 

Wilderness areas and wilderness study areas would be 

avoided. 

Human Health and Safety 
Y 

Potential effects to human health and safety are analyzed 

in this EA. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers N Not Present. 

Special Status Animal 

Species, other than those 

listed or proposed by the 

FWS as threatened or 

Endangered. 

Y 

Effects to resource are analyzed in this EA. 

Special Status Plant Species, 

other than those listed or 

proposed by the FWS as 

Threatened or Endangered.  

Also, ACECs designated to 

protect special status plant 

species. 

Y 

Effects to resource are analyzed in this EA. 

Fish and Wildlife Y Effects to resource are analyzed in this EA. 

Paleontology 

N 

There are Mollusks and Brachiopods/corals identified 

within the Jakes Wash HA. All known Paleontology would 

be avoided during the gather operations, therefore, no 

effects are expected from the Proposed Action 
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Resource/Concern 

Issue(s) 

Analyzed? 

(Y/N) 

Rationale for Dismissal from Detailed Analysis or 

Issue(s) Requiring Detailed Analysis 

Wild Horses Y Effects to resource are analyzed in this EA. 

Soils Resources Y Effects to resource are analyzed in this EA. 

Water Resources 

(Water Rights) 
N 

The proposed action would not affect water resources or 

water rights.  Project design would avoid surface water 

and riparian systems.  Permitted or pending water uses 

would not be affected. 

Mineral Resources 
N 

There would be no modifications to mineral resources 

through the Proposed Action. 

Vegetation Resources 

Y 

Impacts under each alternative could result in improving 

or deteriorating native plant communities. Effects to 

resource are analyzed in this EA. 

 

 

 

4.0 Environmental Effects 

The following critical or other elements of the human environment are present and may be 

affected by the Proposed Action or the alternatives. The affected environment is described for the 

reader to be able to understand the impact analysis. 
 

4.1. Wild Horses 

Affected Environment 

The affected environment would encompass the Ely District, however most of the current wild 

horse issues reside around but are not limited to Highways 93, 319, and 50. The area would also 

include private lands within the Ely District including but not limited to Subdivisions around Ca-

liente and private lands in the northern portion of Butte Valley.  

 

The population in the Ely District is currently 6 times over the low end of AML and 3 times over 

the high end of AML based on the above Tables 1 and 2. Due to the overpopulation of wild hors-

es many horses move out in search of space or resources. These horses sometimes find them-

selves outside the HMA/ HA boundaries and either on private lands or highways. This can create 

the problem of safety and nuisance with the interface of people. Many of these horses become 

habituated to people honking, yelling, and trying to spook them off the roadways or off their 

lawns and gardens. Many of the areas have fences that horses either go through gates, jump, or 

tear down fences to get to resources. Most groups contain approximately 5-7 wild horses but as 

many as 20 have been seen in these areas. 

 

The Ely District Office has done everything it feels is possible to move the wild horses away 

from the highways. Resources, time, and money have been spent to keep these horses off the 

highways. BLM has worked with Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) on the con-

struction and completion of a right of way fence  north of Pioche and will continue to utilize re-

sources to address safety concerns regarding wild horses on Hwy  93 in that particular area.  Oak 

Spring Summit (Hwy 93) right of way fences are maintained and repaired as needed. However; 

due to geographical features of canyons and washes some of the highway cannot be fenced. 

Horses have been hazed and herded for miles back into HMAôs; however, the horses return to 
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the highway in just a couple of days. 

 

Private land issues have been continuing to grow with the over-population of wild horses. Many 

land owners in the area have fenced their private land and tried to deter the horses away. The 

horses continue to search for the resources and get habituated to the fences. Single horses or 

bands of wild horses many times find their way back into private lands where they destroy gar-

dens, lawns, trees, haystacks and get into fights with domestic horses. The fights with domestic 

horses usually occur through fences causing animals to get lacerations as well as broken legs. 

This has been a financial burden to land owners in the area.   

 

Wild horses leaving the HMA/ HA is not extremely common when their population sizes are 

within the established AML for the HMA. However, wild horses leaving the HMA/HA is be-

coming more common due to the increasing populations, limited space, and increased competi-

tion for forage and water resources. Wild horses have been seen as far as 40 miles outside of 

HMA/HA boundaries and are usually in poor body condition.  In many cases the pastures or al-

lotments outside the HMA/HA boundaries do not have active water.  Wild horses will continue 

to search out water and forage resources until their body condition declines to the point where 

they lose their senses, leaving the wild horse to suffer a prolonged and inhumane death. 
 

 

  
 

Horses on highway 93                                            Horse sign in Highland Knolls subdivision 



 

18 

 

 

  

Horse trap in subdivision                                    Emaciated Horses outside HMA/HA                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

 

Environmental Effects 

Proposed Action- under the Proposed Action gathers would involve small numbers of horses of 

approximately 50 or less animals in each situation. The purpose of these gathers would be to 

remove horses that continue to pose safety or private property problems within the Ely District. 

These gathers would not be for the specific purpose of achieving the appropriate management 

level (AML) for the associated HMA/HA, but rather to address nuisance and safety concerns. 

 

Impacts to individual animals could occur as a result of stress associated with the gather, capture, 

processing, and transportation of animals. The intensity of these impacts would vary by 

individual and would be indicated by behaviors ranging from nervous agitation to physical 

distress. Mortality to individuals from this impact is rare but can occur. Other impacts to 

individual wild horses include separation of members of individual bands and removal of 

animals from the population. 

 

Indirect impacts can occur to horses after the initial stress event and could include increased 

social displacement or increased conflict between studs. These impacts are known to occur 

intermittently during wild horse gather operations. Traumatic injuries could occur and typically 

involve biting and /or kicking bruises. Lowered competition for forage and water resources 

would reduce stress and fighting for limited resources (water and forage) and promote healthier 

animals.  

 

Indirect individual impacts are those impacts which occur to individual wild horses after the 

initial stress event, and may include spontaneous abortions in mares, increased social 

displacement and conflict in studs. These impacts, like direct individual impacts, are known to 

occur intermittently during wild horse gather operations. An example of an indirect individual 

impact would be the brief skirmish which occurs among studs following sorting and release into 

the stud pen, which lasts less than a few minutes and ends when one stud retreats. Traumatic 

injuries usually do not result from these conflicts. These injuries typically involve a bite and/or 

kicking with bruises which donôt break the skin. Like direct individual impacts, the frequency of 
























































